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Case No.: 59333US002 



Remarks 

The Office Action dated January 1 1, 2006 has been received and reviewed. Claims 34 
and 38 have been cancelled, and claims 35 and 39 have been amended. The pending claims arc 
claims 1-27, 29-33, 35-37, and 39. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the pending rejections are 
respectful iy requested. 

Cjaim ..Amendments 

Claim 35 has been amended to substantially include all of the elements of original 
dependent claim 38. 

Claim 39 has been amended to recite that the multilayer optical film is shaped into a non- 
planar structure. Support for this amendment can be found, e.g., in Figures 1 OA-C and 1 1 A-C of 
the present application. 

No new matter was added. 

The 35 loS.C, § 112, Sec ond Paragraph Rejections 

Claims 34 and 39 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicants regard as the invention. 

Applicants traverse this rejection. However, to further move this case towards issuance, 
Applicants have cancelled claim 34, thereby rendering this rejection moot. Applicants have also 
amended chum 39 as described above. Applicants submit that amended claim 3d meets (he 
requirements of 35 U.S. (3 § 112. second paragraph for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 39 recites that the multilayer optical film is shaped into a non-planar structure 
Support for this claim can be found, e.g., in FIGS. 10A-C and 1 1 A-C, where the multilayer 
optical film 80 is formed into various no.n-piaj.tat shapes. 

For at least the above reasons. Applicants submit that claim 39 meets the requirements of 
35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. Reconsideration and withdrawal of tins rejection are, 
therefore, respectfully requested. 
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The 35 U.S.C. 8 102( b) Rejections 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8-9, 18-23, 25-27, 29-32, and 35-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ i 02(b) as being anticipated by Kazunobu (FR 2662896). 

Applicants traverse this rejection and submit thai claims 1-2, 4-6, 8-9, 18-23, 25-27, 29-32, 
and 35-37 axe not anticipated by Kazunobu because such reierence docs not teach each and every 
element of any of the rejected claims. For a claim to be anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), each 
and every element of the claim, must be found in a single prior art reference. See M.P.E.P. § 2131. 

For example, independent claims 1, 18, and 26 each recite a pi urality of LED dies. In 
contrast to claims 1, 18, and 26, Kazunobu describes a substrate for mounting electrical 
components that includes a central unit 16 electrically connected to a driving circuit 17 of a liquid 
crystal visualization device 23. As car; be seen in figures 3-5 of Kazunobu, the central unit 16 and 
the driving circuit 17 face the rear plate 1 5. Contrary to the Office Action's allegations, central unit 
16 and driving circuit 17 are not LED dies. 

For example, Kazunobu states that the disclosed invention relates to a substrate for 
mounting electrical components such as high-level integration circuits and is used for example in 
integrated circuit boards. One skilled in the art would not consider LED dies to be high-level 
integration circuits. While the description of figure 5 of Kazunobu states that the central unit 16 
and the driving circuit 17 are for electroluminescent diodes, there is no other indication in the 
specification that unit 16 and circuit 17 are for electroluminescent diodes. Nor are there any 
electroluminescent diodes indicated in the figures of Kazunobu. Further, if unit 16 and circuit 17 
are LED dies as is alleged, light emitting from these dies would be directed toward plastic barrier 
14 and rear plate 1 5 and not toward a vie wer' of the liquid crystal visualization device 23. Finally, 
as is illustrated in Figure 4 of Kazunobu, unit 16 arid circuit 17 appear to require multiple 
conductors ior operation, it is unlikely that. FED dies would require multiple conductors as is 
illustrated. Therefore, one of skill in the art would not consider unit 16 and circuit 17 to be LED 
dies. 

Further, independent claim 35 recites a flexible circuit that includes a flexible las er of 
electrically irisoiaiive material that includes an at least partially reflective multilayer optical film. In 
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contrast to claim 35, Kazunobu docs not teach an electrically insuiativc material thai includes an at 
least partially reflective multilayer optical film. As such, claim 35 is novel over Kazunobu. 

Dependent claims 2, 4-6, 8-9, 19-23, 25, 27, 29-32, and 36-37, which depend from one of 
independent claims 1, 18, 26, and 35, are patentable over Kazunobu tor the same reasons as 
presented above for independent claims 1. 18, 26. and 35. In addition, dependent claims 2. 4-6, 8-9, 
19-23, 25, 27, 29-32, and 36-37 each recite additional elements that further support patentability 
when combined with independent claims 1,18, 26, and 35. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicants submit that claims 1-2,4-6, 8-9, 18-23, 25-27, 29- 
32, and 35-37 are novel over Kazunobu. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are, 
therefore, respectfully requested. 

The 35 H.S.C. $ 103(a) Rejections 

Claims 3 and 7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kazunobu in view of Sugimoto et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,874,910). Applicants traverse this 
rejection and submit that claims 3 and 7 are patentable over the cited references because such 
references do not teach or suggest all of the elements of claims 3 and 7. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there 
must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. to modify the reference or to combine 
reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success, f inally, the prior 
art references must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. See MP.E.P. § 2143. 

As described above in regard to the 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) rejection of independent claim 1 
(from which claims 3 and 7 depend), Kazunobu does not teach all of the elements of claim 1 . In 
addition, claims 3 and 7 recite additional elements that further support patentability when 
combined with claim 1. The addition of Sugimoto et ah does nothing to cure this deficiency 
already present in Kazunobu. 

For at least the above reasons. Applicants submit that claims 3 and 7 arc patentable over 
the cited references. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are. therefore, respectfully 
requested. 
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Claim 24 was also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kazunobu in view of Sugimoto et al. Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that claim 24 
is patentable over the cited references because such references do not teach or suggest all of the 
elements of claim 24. As stated above regarding the 35 U.S. (3. 102(b) rejection of independent 
claim 18 (from which claim 23 depends); Kazunobu does not teach al! of the elements of claim 
18. In addition, claim 24 recites additional elements that further support patentability when 
combined with claim 1 8. The addition of Sugimoto et al. does nothing to cure the deficiencies 
already present in Kazunobu. 

For at least the above reasons. Applicants submit that claim 24 is patentable over the cited 
references. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are, therefore, respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 10-17 and 33 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kazunobu. Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that claims 1 0 - 1 7 and 33 .are 
patentable over Kazunobu because such reference does not teach or suggest all of the elements of 
claims 10-17 and 33. Claims 10-17 depend from independent, claim 1, and claim 33 depends 
from independent claim 26. As stated above regarding the 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of claims 
1 and 26, Kazunobu does not teach all of the elements of claims 1 and 26. Further, claims 10-17 
and 33 each recite additional elements that further support patentability when combined with 
cither independent claim 1 or 26. 

For at least the above reasons. Applicants submit that claim 10-1 7 and 33 are patentable 
over Kazunobu. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are. therefore, respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 38 was also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kazunobu in view of Whitehead (U.S. Patent No. 5.661 ,839). As stated above, substantially all 
of the elements of original dependent claim 38 have been incorporated into independent claim 
35. Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that amended claim 35 is patentable over the 
cited references because there ts no suggestion or motivation, cither in the references themselves or 



in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. to modify the teachings of 
Kazunobu with those of Whitehead to produce the invention as claimed in claim 35. 

The Office Action alleges that it would have been ob vious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the tune of the invention to form the insulating material of Kazunobu with a partially 
reflective multilayer optical film as described in Whitehead in order to obtain efficient, uniform 
emission of diffuse light. Applicants traverse this motivation. As stated above regarding the 35 
U.S.C, § 1 02(b) rejection of amended claim 35, central unit 16 and dri ving circuit 1 7 of Kazunobu 
are not LCD dies. Even if unit 16 and circuit 17 are LED dies as is alleged, light emitting from 
these dies would be directed toward plastic barrier 14 and rear plate 1 5 and not toward a viewer of 
the liquid crystal visualization device 23. Nor would one of skill in the art be motivated to use a 
partially reflective multilayer optical film for the insulating material 41 of Kazunobu to obtain 
efficient, uniform emission of diffuse light as is alleged because such light would be reflected back 
toward plastic barrier 14 and rear plate 15 because of the orientation of the alleged f.EDs 16 and 17 
and insulating material 41 . In other words, a reflective insulating material 41 would only direct 
light into the back of the unit taught by Kazunobu where it would in turn be absorbed and/or 
reflected by the rear plate 1 5 back toward the insulating material 41 . The light tints reflected by the 
insulating material 4 1 would be directed toward a view of the disclosed unit. Because there is no 
motivation to combine the teachings of Kazunobu with those of Whitehead, amended claim 35 Is 
nol priimi facie obvious in view of such references. 

for at least the above reasons. Applicants submit that claim 35 is patentable over the cited 
references. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are. therefore, respectfully requested. 
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Summary' 

Applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims are in condition for allowance of 
) c i iven al 1 < i ttion and withdraws f ejection re i x I 
requested. The Examiner is invited to contact Applicants" Representatives, at the below-listed 
telephone number, ii it is believed that prosecution of this application mas he assisted thereby. 

ipaklj^J^k 

Dat/ 

Office of Intellectual Property Counsel 
3M Innovative Properties Company 
Facsimile No : 651-736-383.3 



Respectfully submitted. 
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Jay f Pjpile, Reg. No.: 52,131 
Tel</phc£e No.: 651-733-6750 
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